In this paper, I shall examine the complements of perception verbs in Old English involving a noun phrase and a present participle. What kind of perception is described by these structures? Do they evoke the perception of an event, or that of an entity? It will be shown here that there are good reasons to believe that an NP + present participle sequence could function as the equivalent of the traditional "AcI" construction when used with perception verbs. I shall also attempt to determine to what extent the syntax of this construction matches the semantics: is the internal argument of the perception verb the NP alone, or some kind of combination of the NP and the participle? This question is particularly interesting in the light of Declerck's (1982) remarks on participle perception verb complements in modern English. Finally, I shall take a look at morphological parametres: sometimes the participle inflects to agree with the NP, whereas on other occasions it does not. What might the implications of this kind of variation be?
Introduction 1
My intention here is to take a preliminary look at structures in Old English (henceforth OE) in which a present or "first" participle appears with an accusative NP in the complement of a verb of direct perception, such as (ge)seon or (ge)hieran, as in the following example:
(1) He þa gangende bi galilea sae geseah twegen gebroþer ... settende nett in sae 1 I am very grateful to Xavier Dekeyser for all his very helpful suggestions and comments on a first draft of this paper. Any remaining errors or inaccuracies are mine.
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'Walking by the sea of Galilee, he then saw two brothers ... casting a net into the sea' (HC, Rushworth, (342) (343) (344) I take the risk of using the term "Participial Perception Verb Complements," although as we shall see the relationship between the perception verb, the NP and the participle needs to be examined more closely. Indeed, examples such as (1) give rise to a number of questions.
First of all, we need to ask what kind of perception they describe. Perception verbs in OE, much like their Present-Day English (henceforth PDE) counterparts, occur with a wide range of complement types, and, as in PDE, different types of perception verb complement tend to encode different kinds of perception. For instance, the direct perception of entities, typically, is expressed both in PDE and in OE by an NP complement, whereas an infinitive complement of the type dubbed "VOSI" by Visser (1973) 2 (traditionally referred to as the "AcI" construction) is used to evoke the perception of an event. Since both structures tend to be used to relate direct sensory perception, they will henceforth be termed "Direct Perception Reports" or DPRs. They contrast in this respect with other types of complement, such as finite complements introduced by that (or to-infinitive complements in PDE), which, when used with perception verbs, evoke a kind of cognitive process rather than perception 3 . I shall therefore consider these to be non-DPRs. Structures such as (1) in OE appear to be DPRs, but of what? Do they describe the perception of an event, in this instance the casting of a net by two brothers, or that of an entity, two brothers, who happened to be casting a net? This is perhaps the first question to be asked here.
Of course, this issue will have consequences for the syntactic analysis of constructions like (1). What exactly is the complement of the perception verb? Is it the NP alone, or some kind of combination of the NP and the participle? And what is the status of the participle? Is it a strictly verbal element, of which the accusative NP is the subject, or is it more adjectival in nature, modifying the NP? This is the question raised by Nickel (1966) , and again by Mitchell (1985: 2 For "Verb + Object and/or Subject + Infinitive," to take account of the fact that it can be difficult to determine whether the accusative NP is both the object of the higher verb and the subject of the infinitive, or merely the latter. § §974-982) when he evokes "the problem of deciding whether the present participle is to be taken as adjectival or verbal".
We can also examine OE participial constructions in the light of what we know about apparently similar PDE structures. Declerck (1982) shows that there are in fact three different syntactic constructions that can give rise to the same surface string:
He saw two brothers casting a net into the sea
The first of these would be the aspectual equivalent of the VOSI infinitive form (He saw the event of two brothers casting a net). There also exists a second construction in which the participle is what Declerck (1982: 16-17) and Felser (1999: 68-71 ) call a "free adjunct", meaning something like: 'He saw two brothers, as they were casting a net.' Finally, Declerck identifies a third construction in which the participle acts as a kind of adnominal modifier, or "pseudo-modifier," closer in meaning to: 'He saw two brothers who were casting a net 4 '. These constructions have different syntactic and semantic properties in PDE 5 . To what extent do the same types of pattern occur in OE? Perception verb constructions are interesting, too, from a pragmatic point of view. Kirsner and Thompson (1976) highlight the importance of pragmatic inferencing in the interpretation of perception structures in PDE, particularly where the perception of events is concerned. And we can observe a tendency in a number of European languages for constructions to be pressed into service as DPR markers although, superficially at least, this does not appear to be their original function. Take, for instance, the following examples from Russian and German: As Xavier Dekeyser (p.c.) points out, the term "pseudo-modifier" is arguably something of a misnomer, in that there seems to be nothing "pseudo" about the construction. He suggests "covert modifier" instead, which might indeed be descriptively more accurate. However, given that Declerck's term has become widely accepted in the literature, I shall continue to use it here.
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The reader is referred to Declerck (1982) or to Felser (1999) for more extensive discussion of these properties in PDE.
was not so much the manner in which the event took place, as the event itself.
In other words, they have come to be grammaticalised, to a greater or larger extent, as DPR markers. A further example is supplied by the so-called "relatives de perception" in French, as in (4) In (4), the clitic pronoun l', which refers to the farmer, is from a syntactic point of view the direct object of the verb entendre, 'hear'. Nonetheless, as shown by Radford (1975) , and by Miller & Lowrey (2003) , this construction can be used to express the perception not so much of the entity but rather of the event in which the entity is involved, as in (4), where what the speaker heard where most probably the cries of the pig rather than any sound made by the farmer. A construction originally expressing the perception of an entity [X] , in the process of performing an action [Y] , gives rise to the inference that the event [X do Y] has been perceived. I shall ask in this paper whether OE participial perception verb constructions (which for the sake of simplicity I shall henceforth refer to as "VOSende" by analogy with VOSI) give rise to a similar inference, and, if so, to what extent it has been lexicalised by a grammaticalised NP + present participle combination.
Evidence for the grammaticalisation of VOSende
It will be my contention here that VOSende had at least begun to undergo some form of grammaticalisation in OE times. In an attempt to show this, I shall look at two factors, in particular: evidence from what I shall call "parallel" occurrences with VOSI structures, and from co-ordination facts. Of course, at a time before the grammaticalisation of the "progressive" form, VOSI constructions remain aspectually neutral. Position verbs such as standan or licgan appear frequently as infinitives in OE, in the complements of perception verbs, with an "imperfective" sense, and continue to do so until the end of the 18 th century (see Lowrey 2010) . I therefore add " [ing] " to the PDE translation of the infinitive here and in other examples to take into account the fact that OE infinitives in perception verb complements could be translated into modern English either by an infinitive or by an -ing form, according to the context. Sometimes the -ing form is necessary, as in (6), where the infinitive in modern English would tend to imply "go and stand", which is clearly not the intended meaning in the context. Quirk & Wrenn (1957: 86) mention a tendency for the infinitive to be used "with verbs of motion, rest, and observation, often with durative aspect". Geseon, apparently, is included in the category of "observation" verbs, although there seem to be no aspectual considerations involved here. Each of the above examples offers a description of the same event, Stephen's vision of Christ standing at God's right hand. If we assume the VOSI structures of (6) and (8) to be DPRs of this event, then presumably the VOSende sequences in (5) and (7) are fulfilling the same function 7 . The two constructions, in this context, appear to be functional equivalents.
If VOSI, in OE as in PDE, is the syntactic form associated with event perception, (6) and (8) tell the hearer directly that Stephen witnessed the event, whereas in (5) and (7) he arrives at the same conclusion via the inference that, when seeing the Saviour or the Son of Man, as he was standing on God's right, he has in fact witnessed the event of the Saviour standing on God's right.
Similar Interestingly, Fischer et al. (2000) seem to admit a "control" type analysis for VOSI with OE perception verbs, considering that subject NPs in VOSI structures "semantically ... are as much objects of geseah, as they are subjects of the infinitive" (2000: 221). This however, seems unlikely. As Kirsner and Thompson (1976) demonstrate, for PDE at least, we arrive at the conclusion that, in seeing the event [X do Y] we have necessarily seen the entity X, via a pragmatic inference, which can as such be cancelled. I have seen faith perform miracles does not imply, for example, I have seen faith. Since the same is apparently true of the corresponding VOSI constructions in other languages too, such as modern French or German, there seems to be no reason to assume that the same did not hold for OE. I shall return to this question in a forthcoming paper dealing with OE infinitive constructions.
(11) Þa geseah ic tyn geonge men aetgaedre standende be þam waruðe 'Then I saw ten young men standing together by the shore' (St. Mary, 84: 415) As a further indication that the two constructions did indeed function as functional equivalents, in the surviving Latin text closest to that from which the OE St. Mary was translated (according to Magennis, 2002: 30-35 ) the same NP + present participle construction corresponds to (9), (10) (St. Mary, 88: 454) In the light of examples such as (5) - (8), it seems very probable that in these instances too VOSende is being used in much the same way as the VOSI construction to express the DPR of an event. The respective variational spaces (Smith 1996: 43-47 ) of the two constructions have begun to overlap.
Evidence from coordination facts
Alongside parallel occurrences such as those listed above, one also finds instances where VOSI and VOSende are coordinated with one another in the complement of a perception verb. A good example of this phenomenon is provided by (16) (Heptateuch, 56: 12) The referent of he, Iacob, presumably sees two events: that of the ladder standing between heaven and earth, and also that of the angels climbing and descending it. It has been pointed out elsewhere (for example, by Huddleston 1984: 384-387) that although coordinated elements generally tend to belong to the same syntactic category, this is not necessarily the case. (16) and (17) cannot be taken as proof, therefore, that VOSI and the NP + past participle string are syntactic equivalents. Nonetheless, they do suggest that if the first VOSI complement is clausal in nature 8 , then presumably VOSende has been analysed in a similar fashion, with the NP viewed as the subject of a largely "verbal" participle.
There are indications that, in certain contexts at least, infinitive and participle constructions were becoming particularly close: The functional equivalence of VOSende and VOSI in this instance seems clear. The sentence constitutes a list of the miracles that Christ was seen to perform, within which giving light to the blind, expressed by the participle construction, seems to have exactly the same status as the other miracles, described by infinitive structures. From a syntactic point of view, the accusative pronoun hine (Christ), which is obviously the subject of each of the embedded infinitives claensian, gelacnian, drifan, aweccan, bebeodan, gan, and wyrcean, seems to stand in exactly the same relationship to the participle onlyhtende as to the infinitives. Apparently, two types of VP have been coordinated, with a shared subject, suggesting once again that the participle, much like the infinitive, functions at least as the head of a full VP of which hine is the subject. Whatever its origins, therefore, there are signs, that VOSende could be used, certainly by later OE times, as a means of expressing the DPR of an event, and also that the participle was analysed, in some contexts at least, as a fully verbal element.
Participle inflection
There is a further parameter that needs to be taken into account, and which appears directly relevant to the question of the status of participles used in conjunction with perception verbs: that of the possibility for a participle to agree with the accusative NP.
Variation between inflected and uninflected participles
A closer examination of attested VOSende strings reveals that there are in fact two patterns, one in which the participle inflects, and one in which it does not, illustrated by (19) and (20) Whatever kind of perception is described by the first construction, with an inflected participle, appears to be identical to that evoked by the second, in which the participle remains uninflected. Examples such as (21) could be seen as a sign of hesitation on the part of individual speakers as to which form to use, as the change came to be diffused. It should be possible to check the hypothesis by comparing the relative frequencies of inflected and uninflected participles over time. If it were correct, then we would expect to find proportionately fewer examples with inflected participles in later than in earlier OE. Unfortunately, however, the evidence proves less conclusive than might be hoped. The first problem concerns the limited number of examples available for comparison. In the relevant contexts, the present participle takes the so-called "strong" declension. Unfortunately for our purposes, the same form, -ende, is used for all genders, singular and plural, nominative and accusative, save the masculine accusative singular. Only a small proportion, therefore, of participle perception verb complements, those with a masculine singular noun, can usefully be compared. The total number of such occurrences (30) across all the OE texts in our corpus 9 is simply too small to be statistically significant. Furthermore, distribution figures for those examples which are available do not suggest that a reanalysis of the type outlined above was taking place. It is true that in AElfric's Homilies, a relatively late text (O3 by the Helsinki Corpus dating system 10 ), the participle inflects in none of the 5 occurrences of VOSende with a masculine singular NP, whereas in the earlier (O2) Blickling text, the participle is inflected in 6 out of 7 similar cases. However, there is considerable variation here. Another O2 text, Bede, contains 3 examples with a masculine singular NP, all of which contain an uninflected participle. Overall, there is a slightly higher proportion of uninflected participles in the O2 texts (8 cases out of 14, or 57%) than in the O3 ones (8 cases out of 16, or 50%), but not the clear pattern one might expect to find if some kind of diachronic shift from more to less participle inflection were indeed taking place.
At the same time, the idea that the inflected participle is an adjectival modifier, whereas the uninflected form is more verbal in character, does not stand up to close scrutiny, as the following examples show: The corpus used here is comprised of the texts listed as "Primary Sources" at the end of this paper. But if the inflected participles cannot be analysed as adjectival forms, how are we to explain the alternation between inflected and uninflected uses? In order to have a better understanding of this phenomenon, we need to take a look at how present participles function in OE in contexts other than the complements of perception verbs.
Other uses of OE participles
There is one type of context in which the present participle is indeed used in a similar way to an adjective, illustrated by (24) and (25) Letter, The participles here are arguably more adjectival in nature in that each seems to modify an NP, and as such could easily permute with a straightforward adjective or some other form of modifying expression, unlike taecendne and cigendne in in (22) and (23). As far as I can tell, this kind of participle is always inflected. Otherwise, the overwhelming majority of participles occur in two types of context. They can form part of the beon/wesan periphrasis, as in (26) Denison (1993: 372) calls an "appositive" participle, which can simply be attached to any available subject in the context, as in (27): (27) Iudei ða, mid micelre stemne hrymende, heoldon heora earan 'Then the Jews, crying with a loud voice, held their ears' (AElfric, Homilies, 46: 32) This is Declerck's (1982: 15-18 ) "free adjunct". In both cases, the participle is presumably the head of a VP, and its subject almost exclusively a nominative NP. It therefore remains uninflected. Free adjuncts, of course, should not be confused with the VOSende perception verb constructions that we have been looking at so far. The difference can be illustrated by examples like (28), where a perception verb is used with a free adjunct participle clause: (28) [he] saegde þaet he hine cneoht weasende gesawe 'He said that he saw it when he was a boy' (Bede, 142: 6) This example, from a purely syntactic point of view, is potentially ambiguous, in that the participle could have either he or hine as its subject. It is the context which informs us that weasende is understood to be attached to he. Hine refers here to a here, a 'sanctuary.' This syntactic ambiguity contrasts with the perception verb VOSende construction, where the participle can only be attached to the complement NP. Of course, one of the consequences of adding the accusative -ne ending to the participle in VOSende perception constructions is to mark overtly the dependence of the participle on the object NP. It is possible that the accusative ending on the participle may simply have been felt, by some speakers at least, to be a means of marking the VOSende construction as a distinct syntactic entity. From this perspective, the different patterns observed in (19), (20), and (21) correspond not to a directional diachronic shift, from more frequent to less frequent, but rather to a case of synchronically competing grammatical options -a competition that appears to last for much of the OE period. In the relatively exceptional cases where the subject of the participle was a masculine accusative NP, speakers had two options: either to leave the participle with no distinctive inflection, as happened in the vast majority of other contexts, or to inflect it, feeling the construction to be different to the appositive one and marking it accordingly.
We could take this idea a little further, and envisage the possibility that we are looking at the emergence here, earlier than suggested in Lowrey (2010) , of a largely grammaticalised pseudo-modifier construction. Simplifying somewhat 11 , this means that the NP and the present participle VP are indeed thought to form a constituent together, but an NP constituent, rather than a full clause. According to Declerck (1981: 155-157) , "pseudo-modifier creation" involves the raising into object position of the subject NP of an embedded clause, turning the remainder of the clause, the participle VP, into a (syntactic) adnominal modifier. I shall not explore here the merits of Declerck's analysis of PDE structures, but simply retain the idea that agreement on the participle could be interpreted as an explicit marker of its pseudo-modifier function within the complex NP.
Latin influence
Other factors, too, need to be taken into account, the most important of which is probably the influence of Latin. To what extent does the grammar of a Latin original affect the syntactic choices made during the composition of an OE text? The question is particularly pertinent where VOSende is concerned, given the distribution of participle perception verb complements in OE.
In fact, VOSende with perception verbs is limited almost exclusively to prose texts in OE, those which tend to be translated from a Latin original. Callaway (1913: 228) , pointing out that VOSende "is practically unknown in OE poetry," considers it not to be a native OE construction at all, but entirely the result of Latin influence. My own (admittedly limited) poetry corpus confirms Callaway's assessment of the distribution of VOSende. In Beowulf, the poetic texts from the Vercelli book, and the Seafarer, infinitive complements alone are used to descripe the direct perception of events. It appears very likely, therefore, that Latin influence did indeed play an important role here.
The exact extent of this influence, however, is not easy to determine. This can be demonstrated by directly comparing OE texts with their Latin originals. As an example, I shall take the late OE version of St. John's Gospel, translated more or less directly, as Bright (1904: xxvi) points out, from the Vulgate. The Latin original makes frequent use of a combination of an accusative NP and a present participle in the complement of direct perception verbs. The participle in Latin is systematically inflected, with the accusative -tem ending in the singular, and -tes in the plural, if the head noun of the NP is masculine. The syntactic forms found in the OE translations, however, tend to vary. Sometimes, the Latin participle construction is rendered by VOSI in OE:
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More complete syntactic analyses of pseudo-modifiers in PDE are offered by Declerck (1981: 155; 1982: 10) , and by Felser (1999: 64 It would appear, therefore, that although the Latin original almost certainly had a very strong influence on the OE version of the text, the translation is not necessarily a purely "slavish" one. While it is very likely that some, at least, of the variation between forms that has been described above can be attributed to Latin influence, those instances where the OE translation is not a direct "calque" from the Latin suggest that the translator retained at least a measure of nativespeaker autonomy when choosing the syntactic form to use in the OE version.
VOSende in other contexts
It would be interesting to see if evidence for the existence of pseudo-modifier constructions in OE can be found in other contexts as well. Declerck (1981: 159-61; 1982: 4-6) If indeed the -ne inflection is an indication that some form of pseudo-modifier construction existed in OE with perception verbs, then examples such as (36) and (37) might also indicate that the pseudo-modifier had been grammaticalised to the extent that it was available for wider use, with a range of predicates.
Conclusions
It would appear from the above discussion that there are a number of reasons to believe that, in the Latin-influenced OE prose texts at least, what I have called the VOSende construction was used with perception verbs to mark the direct perception of events, in a manner similar to the VOSI construction. There is even evidence to suggest that the NP + present participle sequence had been reanalysed as a largely grammaticalised pseudo-modifier construction, as described by Declerck (1982) . Some caution needs to be exercised, however, before any definitive conclusions can be drawn, given the relatively small sample which served as the basis for this study. Further research would be necessary to establish the exact status of VOSende in OE. A number of important questions remain to be answered. One of these, of course, is that of the extent to which the OE participle constructions were influenced by the grammar of Latin. Some of the variation we have observed, at least, could simply be ascribed to hesitation on the translator's part as to how to render the Latin (inflected) participle construction: with a VOSI structure, with an inflected participle, as in Latin, or with an uninflected one. It remains to be determined whether, as Callaway (1913) suggests, VOSende was entirely a syntactic borrowing, or whether OE might have developed its own participle complements, at the same time perhaps as the beon/wesan + participle periphrasis spread. It would be interesting too to examine the relationship between the different kinds of structures used in OE as DPRs of events: VOSI, VOSende, but also Denison's (1993) V+I construction, in which the perception verb takes a subjectless infinitive complement. These are among the issues that will be examined in forthcoming papers.
